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suspected barrier between native capacities and their normal devel- 
opment. The most deadly sort of externalism is unconscious exter- 
nalism, complacent, even idealistic externalism. The realistic doc- 
trine of the externality of relations may be interpreted as a reflec- 
tion of this very real sort of externalism ; and as remedial in bring- 
ing it to consciousness and correcting its illusions. 

WlLLAED C. GOEE. 

University of Chicago. 



CONCEPTS AND EXISTENCE: A REPLY TO 
PROFESSOR PITKIN 

WHEN I wrote down the reflections to which I had been stimu- 
lated by Professor Pitkin 's article on ' ' The Empirical Status 
of Geometrical Entities" x I knew that much that I said was obscure, 
and I am certainly to blame if Professor Pitkin believes that he 
differs from me when he states as his own opinion precisely the one 
that I sought to defend. There is, however, one point on which he 
may disagree with me, and of that presently; but even so, I doubt 
whether the difference is more than one of terminology or, at most, 
of emphasis. Meanwhile let me be as direct and as simple as I can. 

A statement by the "New Realists," for which I have been very 
grateful, is the declaration in their book that logic (including, I sup- 
pose, mathematics) is a non-existential science. I asume that the 
geometrical entities under discussion are the lines, circles, ellipses, 
etc., that are the subject-matter of elementary geometry. But if 
logie (including mathematics) is a non-existential science, these geo- 
metrical entities must be a non-existential subject-matter. Now 
whatever an object of sense-perception may be, it is not non- 
existential. But if this is true, what we perceive when we see the 
straight edge of a building or the disk of the sun just above the 
horizon is not a geometrical entity. And I am not sure that Professor 
Pitkin holds that it is. 

This is not, however, to deny, or in any way to compromise, the 
empirical status of geometrical concepts. It involves no insinuation 
that we know universals by a transcendental faculty of the intellect. 
But in order to escape from that superstition and establish the 
empirical status of universals, we are not obliged to forget that 
their nature is logical and not existential. And nothing that is per- 
ceived can, it seems to me, be that sort of thing. 

Let us admit, however, that we do perceive genuine straight lines : 
We do not, as Professor Pitkin says, perceive them as definitions ; we 
do not, i. e., perceive them as logical entities. What, then, is the 

i This Journal, Vol. X., page 393. 
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relation between the logical entity and the empirical individual which, 
as Plato said, partakes of it? And when may we be said to "see" a 
genuine straight line? On this point, I have already said, in my 
previous discussion, 2 all that it occurs to me to say. 

Professor Pitkin feels that I part company from him when I say 
that "the line is the definition"; I can not, he rightly holds, expect 
him to follow me in any assumption that results in identifying a cake 
with its recipe, or any material product with the formula for its 
manufacture. I certainly do not propose any such identification. It 
is not in the region of perceivable existences that the line is the defi- 
nition, but in the region of logical entities, the region of if — then 
relations; and on page 132 I am accurately quoted: "In geometry, 
the line is the definition, although in architecture [i. e., in buildings] 
it is a straight edge of structural matter. ' ' 

Professor Pitkin's assertion that "The definition, in so far as 
it is a pragmatic entity, is related to the straight line precisely as the 
recipe of a cake is related to the cake," and his invitation to some 
pragmatists to be candid and say so, are well put. I do no object 
to this manner of statement. In the cook booh the cake is the recipe. 
That is the only kind of cake that can possibly be there ; it is an if — 
then cake. In geometry the line is the definition; it is an if — then 
entity. But the cake in the cook-book is not the cake on the table, 
nor is the line in geometry the straight edge of something in partic- 
ular. The recipe for a cake is one way of answering the question, 
"What is a cake? It is not the way that interests the hungry small 
boy, nor, perhaps, the family physician, but it is the kind of answer 
likely to be preferred by those who are interested in cake technically. 

Whether Professor Pitkin and I are apart in anything more than 
terminology depends, I fancy, on whether he holds that the "per- 
ceived" straight line is a logical entity or an empirical individual that 
conforms to a set of specifications. I admit that my discussion of the 
matter is entirely dialectical, but the discussion is about dialectical 
entities and I do not see how a dialectical control is to be avoided. If 
I am wrong I think that what calls for elucidation is the statement 
that logic is not an existential science. 

Wendell T. Bush. 

Columbia University. 



REJOINDER TO PROFESSOR BUSH 

I AM exceedingly grateful to Professor Bush for having put so 
clearly and decisively the fundamental issue our discussion 
leads back to. He brings before me an aspect of the whole matter 
2 "Concepts and Existence." This Journal, Vol. X., page 686. 



